Abstract Mullā Ṣadrā Shīrāzī (d. 1636) subscribes at large to the Avicennian view according to which the human subject is always and fully aware of herself. At the same time, his eschatology hinges on the Qur'ānic motive of the soul as a closed book that is first opened on the Final Day, that is, on the idea that each soul's share in the afterlife should be understood as the full revelation of the soul's true nature to itself. The two ideas thus have seemingly contradictory entailments: the soul is fully aware of and transparent to itself, but at the same time it has aspects that can remain opaque to it, at least in this life. The task of this paper is to investigate whether Ṣadrā can coherently hold on to the two ideas, and what kind of revisions this requires him to make to the received concepts of self and self-awareness.
3 metaphor of the human soul as a book that is first opened on the Final Day for the soul itself to read and fathom what it really was. 4 If God knows me better than I myself do, I must be opaque to myself in one respect or another.
In the present paper I attempt to explain Ṣadrā's departure from the philosophical mainstream as a consequence of his systematic commitments. Although he largely subscribes to his predecessors' discussion of human self-awareness, his theories of the primacy of existence, unity of subject and object of all cognition, and substantial motion, force him to revise the received concept of self and to qualify its transparency. * * * By Ṣadrā's time, the Avicennian discussion of the self and self-awareness was a firm part of the received tradition. 5 Much in this discussion hinges on the observation that all human experience is first-personally given, or entails a first-personal subject -the self -as one of its necessary constituents. Correspondingly, talk of self-awareness (most often, but not always, designated by the technical term shu'ūr bi al-dhāt) only refers to the fact that we are aware of all our contents of experience in the first person. Each of us has this first-personality hardwired, although explicit attention to it is a rare phenomenon and may require quite extraordinary manoeuvres of thought, such as the well-known thought experiment of the 4 flying man. 6 Building on this constancy of self-awareness, Avicenna claimed that it is constitutive, essential, and innate to each of us. 7 The outcome is that, as the essential core of each human being, the self will always be fully given, transparent, or as the later technical term had it, present (ḥāḍir) to itself. We can of course err about the nature of our selves, for instance by identifying them with our bodies, but the mistakes only amount to unwarranted identifications between various accidental features and the self, the initial transparency of which is thereby neither contested nor obscured.
An array of passages can be brought forth as evidence of Ṣadrā's debt to Avicenna in this regard. We can find Ṣadrian versions of the flying man, 8 the argument from the unity of experience to a single self behind all its constituents, 9 and the argument against reflectionbased models of self-awareness, 10 only to mention some of the most prominent cases. The following passage sums up the concept that Ṣadrā thereby subscribes to:
We apprehend ourselves (dhawātanā) through our very form through which we are we, not through a form additional to it. Thus, every human being apprehends himself (dhātahu) in a manner which prevents sharing.
[…] [W]e refer to every universal concept and mental form -even if it were something subsisting through our self (dhātinā) -by 'it' whereas our self (dhātinā) we refer to by 'I', and our knowledge of our self is identical to the existence of our self and our individual being ('ilmunā bi dhātinā 'aynu wujūdi dhātinā wa huwiyyatinā alshakhṣiyya).
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There are two points to note here. First, Ṣadrā identifies self-awareness with the existence of the individual human being. 12 As a corollary, self-awareness is not a piece of acquired knowledge but a state that prevails throughout our existence as immaterial substances.
Secondly, self-awareness is exclusive to each self. This is because one can be aware of a self only by being that self, a fact which is borne out by the unique deictic properties of the firstperson indexical, contrasted here with the properties of the third-personal 'it'.
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The fact that self-awareness is not acquired but a constant feature of the self already hints at the idea that the self is transparent to itself. By the same token, if being capable of first-personal indexical reference is all that constitutes the self, there is little that could conceivably remain obscure to such an I of itself. It is therefore surprising to find that in the eschatological section of the very same work, Ṣadrā insists on the Qur'ānic topos of the opening of the soul's book on the final day -an idea which seems to be in polar opposition to the self's transparency. If anything, he increases the tension by describing (in reference to Q 81:10) the human being's resurrection as "the time […] for his sight to fall upon the face of his self and turn to the page of his interiority and the tablet of his conscience (ḍamīrihi)".
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The clear implication is that in resurrection the person acquires a new awareness of himself, when for the first time he perceives the true nature of his self in a clear and veridical, if often 11 Asfār III.1.3.1, VI.149.
passage as "consequences of his deeds and thoughts" and "traces of his movements and acts". 15 Thus, the human soul or self bears in itself the traces of its morally blame-or praiseworthy acts and thoughts precisely without being fully aware of them. Thus, when it comes to his eschatology, Ṣadrā's self suddenly seems decidedly less transparent.
This raises a number of questions. Is Ṣadrā aware of the potential incoherence? If he is, does he suggest a solution? On the other hand, why does he insist on the Qur'ānic topos?
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Is this merely out of piety, or does it signal systematic reasons that remain for the reader to explicate? Admittedly, Ṣadrā could have been more explicit, but in the following I would like to present and consider some evidence for the view that either he was aware of the incoherence and proposed a solution, or perhaps more likely, was not quite awakened to the looming dilemma because of systematic commitments which had already led him to covertly revise the received concept of self-awareness, and in the light of which the dilemma simply does not emerge. These commitments are (1) the thesis of the primacy of existence (as opposed to quiddity), (2) the unity theory of cognition, and (3) the thesis of motion in the category of substance. Once we understand how the concept of self-awareness is revised in the framework of these ideas, we can trace a way towards a reconciliation of the two statements that now seem incompatible. (2) In a conscious departure from Avicenna's express denial, Ṣadrā subscribes to the view according to which knowledge is best conceived as a unity (ittiḥād) between its subject and object. 20 All cognition should be understood as an act of mental existence, which can be divided into two interdependent counterparts, one that knows and one that is known, only in second-order analysis. For instance, an intelligible exists in act only by being actually understood. This, however, requires that it be given to an intellectual subject, which in turn can only exist as an actual intellect by understanding the intelligible. Were it not for this single act of intellection, both constituents would be merely potential. 21 But Ṣadrā goes further, for having argued for unity in the case of intellection, he asserts it broadly of all types of cognition, including sense perception. 22 Again, he emphasizes that the unity only prevails in mental existence, that is, in the experiential realm of perception, imagination and intellection. Thus, like any act of existence, an experience should be primarily understood as an indivisible whole, not a composite of a subject and various qualitative features. The subject cannot be really distinguished from its object, because in order to be an actual subject, it must be determined by an actual object. As a corollary of this broad concept of unity, the development from sense perception to imagination and intellection concerns both the subject and the object; the human soul can become an actual intellect only through a corresponding transformation in its object. 23 9 but also, indeed primarily, in the category of substance. 24 Ṣadrā thus stands in polar opposition to the Peripatetic paradigm according to which stability in the category of substance is a necessary condition for apprehending any kind of motion that can only be perceived as a variation of an unchanging substantial essence. 25 Yet despite this departure from the tradition, Ṣadrā's immediate aim is to make sense of the teleology underlying all natural processes, or the fact that all existents strive by their very nature to exist well, each pursuing the perfection proper to it. These teleological processes were traditionally conceived as evolution within the set of the concomitant accidents of substances with the substances themselves remaining static. Ṣadrā counters this by stating that unless the teleology is merely fortuitous, it must concern the very essence of the beings under development; it must be the substance itself that develops and thereby comes to exist more perfectly. Ṣadrā also conceives of this development as a gradual increase in the being's individuality as it acquires new degrees of perfection which, by being founded upon the earlier, encompass them within themselves.
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To illustrate the process of substantial development, let us briefly consider Ṣadrā's favorite example of the human being. We first come to the world as material forms of the embryos in our mothers' wombs. Once our cognitive organs have reached a sufficient stage of development, we begin to actually perceive, which entails an ascent to a new level of mental existence. Our newly acquired actuality as immaterial substances is, however, but an initiation into a considerably more grandiose development within the sphere of mental existence. We first ascend from perception to imagination, which amounts to an increased independence 24 The theory of substantial change is introduced at length in Asfār I. from the material constraints of the sublunary world, and in turn contains the potency for intellection, the final ascent in the substantial motion of human being. In this process, no substantial core of our being will remain immutable through the successive steps from lower to higher levels of existence. 27 The motion concerns the human substance, our very selves, and distinct stages in the process cannot be unqualifiedly identified with each other. Like in our earlier example of the horse, the infant John and the adult John are two different entities.
The theory of substantial motion thus leads back to the primacy of existence. 30 Ṣadrā does grant that these principles have a certain stability, for he says that prior to their existence, they are eternally fixed in God's mind (Asfār I.1.7.25, III.106-108; cf. IV.11.1, IX.265). This suggests the influence of Ibn 'Arabī and his concept of fixed essence ('ayn thābit), but the details of the relation cannot be addressed within the present confines. which hinges precisely on the supposition that in a special situation we may be aware of nothing but ourselves, but it is especially evident in the arguments based on intuitions concerning our personal identity, which Avicenna applies to distinguish the self from accidental features that are due to our relations to our bodies. Since all these features are subject to change and cessation, the self that remains intact throughout their variation must be really separate from them. 31 True to his theory of substantial motion, Ṣadrā denies the stability of any substantial core in the self. As temporal entities, human selves are subject to thoroughgoing development; at an early stage of mental existence, the percipient and imaginative human being is a merely potential intellect, but then "its self (dhātuhā) evolves and is transferred in this substantial transformation from an imaginative faculty to an intellectual faculty". 32 The same point is made more explicitly -in an explicit departure from Avicenna, but like him relying on the interlocutor's intuition -in a late summa:
The soul has an aspect of permanence (istimrār) and an aspect of renewal (tajaddud) due to its connection to two extremes: the intellect and hyle. Whoever returns to his intuition (wijdānihi) will find out that this present being (al-huwiyya) is different from the past and the future being, not merely due to the difference of accidents but due to the difference of the phases of a single self (aṭwārin li dhātin wāḥidatin). The passage is allusive, but it can be reconstructed to make a determinate point. Having I will return to these worries in short, but let us first have a look at how Ṣadrā describes the motion taking place in the self. This brings in the question of the consequences that the thesis of cognitive unity had for his concept of self. If all acts of cognition, from the lowest grade of tactile perception to the highest degree of intellection, are unities of subject and object which, though distinguishable in analysis, are in reality interdependent for their existence, then the self, as the subject of cognition, is by necessity determined by the contents 13 of experience it happens to have. Or to phrase the point more precisely, instead of a distinct entity the self is an inseparable aspect of a single experiential whole. Ṣadrā endorsed this departure from his predecessor in full knowledge, for in the course of an extended argument against transmigration he states it as intuitively obvious that the human self is aware of its capacities of perception and voluntary movement, that is, capacities commonly thought to involve the body, even when it is not engaged in the corresponding activities. This claim is followed by a series of formulations that bring home the point that the self is one with its action and its objects:
The corresponding objects to be in its cognitive acts, the mentally existing self is determined by them to be the very individual it is, in each case a "this I aware of this x", making the self fundamentally intertwined with the contents of its experience. Self-awareness is thus always simultaneously awareness of the faculties that the self always already finds itself operating, and through that operation awareness of the manifold content of experience constituted by the respective objects of the faculties' action. In a word, self-awareness comes built into a complex and constantly changing whole of experience. 39 But to return to the worries over identity, do we not often perceive one content of experience leading to another in a manner that suggests the subject of experience remaining the same between them? For instance, it can only be my perception of an injustice that can cause anger in me. Indeed, Ṣadrā repeatedly relies on the Avicennian argument from the unity of experience which relies on such cases. 40 Moreover, the very passage which stated the multiplicity of phases of the self shows Ṣadrā attributing the phases to a single self. Instead of settling with sheer incoherence, I believe we should conceive of the underlying unity of the self in the light of Ṣadrā's statement of the primacy of existence. Unlike Avicenna, who took the self to be a substance that is really separable from its corporeal cognition, emotion, and action, and who thereby grounded the unity of experience in an unchanging substantial core, Ṣadrā holds that the human self is one in the sense that her existence, conceived as a continuity, is one process of development. 41 The diachronic identity of the self is no longer based on an essential core enduring the variations of its accidental attributes, but rather on the connectedness of the phases of change; or to be more precise, no question of diachronic identity or connection between discrete phases even arises on the primary level of existence, because the continuity is absolute, breakable only in analysis, not in itself. In this sense, it is 15 illustrative to compare our existence to that of a piece of music in which individual notes and their combinations into harmonic and melodic composites owe their meaning to the piece as a whole. Notes and note combinations can of course be analyzed into isolated units of chords, motives, phrases, and so forth, but it would be foolish to identify the results of such analysis with the piece itself, or even to claim that they, when considered in isolation, are particularly informative of the whole. At the same time, the whole can be heard as a piece only by traversing through each and every phase, as a result of which the whole can never be perceived in the same manner as the phases -unless the piece is very short or one's shortterm memory capable of a rather unusual degree of retention. By the same token, we are never aware of ourselves as the whole of our existence, which seems to introduce a certain aspect of opacity to the very core of our being.
One can of course conceive the piece of music as a whole by identifying it with its score, which determines once and for all the meaning of each note and note combination.
Analogous to the score, the temporal unfolding of our existence has an essential principle which directs our development and envelops it in a single continuity; in Ṣadrā's words, the self's "multiplicity is caused by unity, because it is the origin of multiplicity, its principle, model and goal". 42 But just as the score can never be heard in its atemporality, the one unifying principle of our existence can only exist as a temporal continuity. Yet, unlike the score, the principle of our existence is internal to the development, indeed subject to it, in both senses of the term. As Ṣadrā stated in his explication of the Pythagorean anecdote, the self that is under development throughout its existence is completely present to itself at each phase. This is possible because at each phase of its existence the self is directed towards the goal of its development, which it carries in itself as a potency. At each phase of its existence, the self can only increase in the perfection of its existence by leaving the phase in which it
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found itself and reaching a higher degree of existence. I can fully know what I am to become only by becoming and being it.
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This leads us to the question of how Ṣadrā can maintain both that the self is one and that our present self is distinct from our past and future selves. Fully in line with his general doctrine of the primacy of existence, he distinguishes between two levels of self-awareness:
the primary level of absolute continuity of existence that develops towards increasing levels of perfection, and a secondary level on which the differences in perfection between the temporal phases of the primary level are grasped as distinct beings. On the primary level, "each of us knows intuitively, before resorting to demonstration, that his self (dhātahu) and reality is one thing, not many things." 44 But just as existence is easily confused with its concept in metaphysical analysis, it is all too common to miss the primordial unity of the self's existence in a second-order reflective attention to oneself: "although this is something intuitive, most people cannot know it with respect to the art of knowledge, but deny this unity when they embark on inquiry and scrutiny […] ." 45 Primitive self-awareness can only be had by simply and unreflectively being what you are. An act of second-order attention will distance its subject from that primitive level of being, and thereby introduce distinctions to what was both diachronically continuous and synchronically one to begin with. 46 Although these distinctions are based on the degrees of perfection in the primitive unity of existence, the latter is not constituted by the discrete things that result from them.
Postulating these two levels of self-awareness allows Ṣadrā to make sense of how we can be unaware of our future selves, notwithstanding our full present disclosure to ourselves. 43 Ṣadrā's argument against Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī's denial of the Avicennian doctrine, according to which God's essence is identical with His existence, is enlightening in this regard. Rāzī's concern was that if we subscribe to this identification, we must accept the following scandalous inference: since we know what existence is, and since there is no difference between God's essence and pure existence, we (transitively) know God's essence. Ṣadrā's answer hinges on the relevant distinction: having a concept of a certain degree of perfection in existence is different from existing in that degree of perfection. (See Asfār I.1.10.2.1, III.488-489.) 44 Asfār IV.8.5, IX.72-73. 45 Asfār IV.8. However, we do not yet have a satisfactory solution to the problem at the heart of the idea of the soul as a closed book. This is because the contents hidden within were supposed to consist, not of the increasing degrees of perfection to come, but of the future and present consequences of our past. 47 In what sense can we be both fully aware of yet blind to this presently actual aspect of ourselves? * * * According to Ṣadrā, the diachronic continuity between the past and present phases of primitively self-aware existence is based on the fact that the later phase encompasses or includes the earlier, an idea which he epitomizes in a neat metaphor of human development:
indeed, the traveler towards God -I mean the soul -travels in itself (fī dhātihi), and passes through residences and stations that occur in himself through himself (fī dhātihā bi dhātihā). So at every step it lays its foot upon its head, or rather its head upon its foot, and this is something astonishing; yet it is not astonishing upon verification and knowledge ('inda al-taḥqīqi wa al-'irfān).
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The self's earlier phases provide the basis for later development: one can develop only by surpassing what one presently is, that is, by using one's head as a step on the way upwards.
But the later phase is higher because it is superior to the earlier, and since the properly human development consists in an increase in knowledge, an ascent from the lower modes of perception and imagination towards the summit of intellection, superiority in it must be in terms of knowledge. As the metaphor has it, in order to progress erect like a human being should, one must raise one's head, the corporeal seat of cognition in the Avicennian paradigm, to its proper place at the top of the human constitution.
47 Cf. the above passage from the Shawāhid and the related text from the Mafātīḥ (see n. 33). 48 Asfār IV.11.19, IX.403.
At the same time, Ṣadrā insists that the ascent takes place in oneself, and that the later stages therefore amount to a superior cognitive perspective to the self. In an Aufhebungsprozeß of sorts, the later self (a properly seated head) is aware of itself as embedded in a process in which the present is inseparable from the past. Like the head requires the body for its subsistence, one can only know better by having undergone and incorporated the arduous process of learning. 49 In this sense, I can legitimately identify with the I ten days, ten months or even ten years ago, all the interim changes notwithstanding; I
would not be what I presently am were it not for all those humble moments of personal Despite these imminent problems, Ṣadrā consistently discusses the related phenomena in terms of habituation which, as a consequence of his theses of cognitive unity and substantial development, he insists does not concern merely one's accidents but one's very self. In an extended argument against transmigration, Ṣadrā addresses the question of how human beings, their specific identity notwithstanding, can have as drastically different forms in the afterlife as the revealed sources suggest, and be re-embodied as apes, pigs, angels, devils and so forth. 50 His answer is that the psychic counterparts of repeated acts and events, such as volitions and perceptions, are sedimented into individual character traits, and when these grow deeply rooted, they become one with the individual in a way that transcends the acts which generated them. However, as character traits they do not necessarily appear as explicit objects of awareness; rather, because of them the soul will be "informed by other
forms", such as the various embodiments in the afterlife. Closer to home, we could say that the character traits appear embedded in the ways in which the whole of our experience is determined. 51 In Ṣadrā's example, a perceived or narrated act of sexual intercourse will appear drastically different to an adult well-versed in the pleasures of the flesh than to an infant or someone otherwise incapable of or inexperienced in similar acts.
Entirely in line with
Ṣadrā's broad concept of cognitive unity, this is because of differences in the makeup of their respective selves, the characteristics of which enter into the determination of the entire act of mental existence concerned.
Ṣadrā also compares the self's obliquely apparent character traits to the shadows which our bodies cast as their often unregarded concomitants. 53 But the concept is brought home particularly in his interpretation of the Qur'ānic motive of the opening of the soul's book.
We also say that the intoxication of nature and the stupor of the soul in this abode -due to its preoccupation with the deeds of the body -prevent it from apprehending the harms of the soul and the pains occurring to it, which are acquired from among the results of its deeds and the concomitants of its destructive character traits and habits (lawāzimi akhlāqihā wa malakātihā), by a true apprehension which is not spoiled by what the senses convey to it, what they are engaged in, forgetting and ignoring. Thus, when the veil is lifted from the human being by death and the cover is removed, on that day his sight falls upon the consequences of his acts and the endowed with. The only difference is that in the afterlife nothing prevents our bodies from being non-human, for a human soul is necessarily related to a human body only when the extramental material body is concerned. 51 Asfār IV. When the human being departs from the world, divests of the garb of this nethermost, and this cover is removed from his sight, his apprehensive faculty is a power, his knowledge hidden, and what is hidden of him is manifest; so that he comes to see the consequences of his deeds and thoughts, to behold the traces of his movements and acts, reading the scroll of his deeds and the tablet of his book, his good and bad deeds.
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The identification of the individual soul with its particular share of the Garden is of course based on the idea of cognitive unity, and the content of that unity is in turn determined by the entire continuity of individual existence that has led to it. This is where the doctrine of the primacy of existence comes in, because the soul in Paradise can be this particular "individual 54 Asfār IV. The present state of the soul is a substrate for future development in the sense that it bears the potential for the increase in perfection. This it does by providing the content which the soul, informed by the superior regard of the later stage, will eventually identify with, realizing that what it held to be features of the world were in fact constitutive of itself.
Rephrasing the point in terms of the aforementioned distinction between the two levels of self-awareness, we can say that the soul's initial opacity is due to the ways in which it analyzes the first-order unity of self-aware experience into the two seemingly independent constituents of itself as subject and the world as object. Although the analysis need not be entirely unwarranted by features inherent to the first-order unity, once its results are taken to be discrete entities the stage is set for confusion and neglect. For instance, I may be all too keen to perceive a salary increase as worthy in and of itself, but this is only because I fail to realize that the worth is ultimately based on the unity of this particular object (the salary increase) existing for this particular subject (me). If in a more elated moment I regard myself to be above such mundanities, I will only have become more opaque to myself, for my 57 Asfār IV.11.26, IX.468; emphasis added.
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second-order consideration still hinges on an unwarranted distinction between the way the prospect appears and the me to which it appears as it does but which is capable of resisting its allure. On the first-order level of existence, the perceived worth of the salary increase is rooted in my self and can be eradicated only through my thorough transformation, by not only rising above the initial perception but also recognizing that and why I used to perceive it as I did.
* * * Neither the idea of constant self-awareness nor that of acquired determinations of character traits are particular to Ṣadrā, but the way in which he combines the two ideas is quite unique.
Instead of downplaying the tension by conceiving the frequently opaque character traits as mere accidents to the self that remains constantly transparent to itself, he heightens the perceived incompatibility of the two ideas by insisting on the inseparability of the self and its various determinations. This tension, as deep as its roots lie in a premodern soil, is not entirely unlike our postmodern wrestling with the inaccessibility of our ulterior motives or the social, economic and libidinal constitution of our selves. Shorn of the hermeneutic agenda and decidedly secular orientation of the Ricoeurian masters of suspicion, Ṣadrā's concept of the human self comes tantalizingly close to theirs: for him, too, there is a greater self beyond whatever I take to be myself, as close an acquaintance as possible with which should be the ultimate goal of all my moral striving.
